quainicd people ul thai time were with real debating. Kven if we bud not Johnson's own .statement, bolh from c.xlernal and internal evidence we could have known that they were for ihe most pan 'ihe mere coinage of his imagination,' They do nol read like speeches that had ever been spoken, ' None of lliein,' Mr. l-'lood siid, ' were ul all like real debates' (/>o$ft under March 30,1771). They are commonly formed of general statements which suil nny one speaker junt an well as any other. The scantier wore the notes thin were given him by those
who had heard die debate, the more he hud to draw on his i.....gmalion.
Hut his wns an imagination which supplied him wilh whal was general much more readily than with what wan particular. Had DC Foe been the composer he would have wallered wer each .speech the nuiHl ingenious and probable mailers of detail, bill I >e Kou and Juhnmm were wide as the poles asunder. Neither had Johnson any dramatic power. Ilis parliamentary speakers have scarcely more variety than the characters in /w/r. Unless he had been a constant frequenter of tlio galleries of the two Houses, he cuuld nol have acquired any knowledge of Ihe style and ihe puciilinrilien of ihe difl'erenl members. Nay, even of iheir modes of thinking and llieir KeiUimenln lie could Iwu: g.dnetl bul the most general notions, Of debating he knew nothing. II wan the. set speeches in f.hy and ihc old historians tlml he look m Ins models. In liis oralions there is very Hule of'ilic lavl reply;' iherc is, indeed, scarcely any examination of an adversary's nrgtimuniK. So general are ihc speeches lhat the order in which ihey nrc given mighl very often vUhout inconvenience be c.hiuigcd. They nrc like n Buries of leading nrliclcs on both sides of the question, bin nil writlen by one man. Johnson in constantly nhifliny his chnmcler, and, like l-'nlslaff nnd ihc Prince, playing firsV his own part nnd then his op\ioncui'fi. It is wonderful how well he prcHcrveK his impnriinlily, thouyh he does 'inko cnro thai the \Vlu'K doj-s should not have the beat of It.'
lie not only louk the t;rcnleBL liberliea in his rcporls, lull, he often look them openly. Thus an army bill was debated in commiuee on Dec. ro, 1740, and again the following day on the report in the full House. 'As in ihese two debates,1 he writes, '[lie nr^umenls were ihe same, Mr. Gulliver has thrown them inlo one lo prevent unnecessary repetitions.1 (Gent. Mai;. l)ec. 17.12, p. 67(1.) In each Mouse during the winter of i?'|2-3 ihere was a debaic on laking ihe Hanoverian Iroops into pay. The debate in ihc Lords was spread over live numbers of ihe A/atftisitit: in the following summer and autumn. Il was not till the spring of iy.pi dial ihe linn of ihe l.'onnnons KIMIC, ami thenlu-ncs himself, for to »ny (hat you linvc exceeded Fiaiic-ln's / ft-wnsf/iews, wmild he wiyin^ notldiiK." The rmi of the ctunpnny lit^inwc-d lavish i-iMniniiuniH <>tt Jnlmnon ; mit>, in paiiii ular, prnincd his huparuidity ; nhsi-ivitiM, that he de.ili out rt.-;i»(in and clmjuciuc with an equal hand to bnlh |iartii-s. "That is not ([in'tn liue/'iiiiiil Jnlmsmi ; "I Bjivcd appcaraiH'cs tolcmlily wc:lt, hut 1 tunk rare that llieWniti lutiiH should n«H liavu tlic hchl uf il."' Murpiiy'H Life
